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USING PERSONALITY TRAITS TO PREDICT BOUNDARY MANAGEMENT

STRATEGIES
COREY ADAMS
ABSTRACT

This research attempted to answer the question if it possible to predict an
individual’s boundary management strategies by using their personality traits.

Participants (N= 99) were recruited on the website LinkedIn to answer a survey that
included questions about their personality traits, their workplace culture around boundary

management, the type of boundary management strategy they preferred to use, and the
strategies they used. The traits Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, and

Agreeableness were found to be significant personality traits to use when predicting

preferred boundary management strategies with a moderately strong relationship to
preferring Segmentation boundary management strategies. Contrary to previous research,

my data suggest that Neuroticism has a weak relationship with preference for

Segmentation boundary management. It was also found that segmentation preferences
and workplace segmentation culture showed no significant mediation or moderating
effects. Finally, the data suggest that a workplace’s boundary management culture affects
participants’ use of boundary management strategies.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background
One topic in industrial-organizational psychology that has been recently gaining

popularity is maintaining a balance between work and life outside of work, known as
work/nonwork balance. This balance has become increasingly more important in the

outbreak of COVID-19, which has caused many people to experience changes in their

work and home lives (Hennekam & Shymko, 2020). Because of these changes, being
able to manage boundaries is an important skill. To deal with the demands from the

multiple domains, people use boundary management strategies (also known as boundary

management styles) to cope.

Some people are comfortable with letting the roles flow freely between the
boundaries, others may prefer to keep the domains segmented, and some may let some

domains mix with each other but not others. For example, someone who lets domains

freely flow may allow family members to contact them while they are at work or bring
their work home with them to continue completing tasks. Someone who keeps their
boundaries separated from one another may not allow their workplace to have contact
with them when they are done for the day or allow work to interfere with family
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activities. An example of someone who lets domains partially mix may let the family

domain mix with the work domain, but not the other way around.
Despite the different strategies used to deal with the multiple roles a person has,
there has been little research into why people choose the strategies that they do.

Considering that some personality traits account for part of the variability that occurs
from boundary role conflicts and boundary facilitation (Michel & Clark, 2012), further

research into work/nonwork balance should consider addressing this. This gap in

literature is worth researching because of the benefits it could bring organizations and
their employees. If there are ways to predict use of boundary management strategies, then

employers would be able to predict how well an employee would fit in their work
environment and have an easier time assisting with work/nonwork balance programs.
This assistance would lead to employees experiencing less strain and conflict over their

boundaries as well as leading to a higher rate of job satisfaction (Chen et al., 2008;
Kreiner, 2006). This project will attempt to bridge the gap in research between the Big

Five personality characteristics (Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness,

Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism), the boundary management strategy an
individual is likely to use and investigating whether an organization’s boundary
management culture moderates the relationship between participant’s segmentation

preferences (their preference for using segmentation strategies over integrative strategies)
and the boundary management strategy an individual uses.
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1.2 Literature Review
Boundary Management
Boundary management strategies are generally defined as the approach an

individual uses to demarcate boundaries and attend to work, family, and other personal
roles (Kossek & Lautcsh, 2012). The recognition that people hold multiple roles in their

lives and that properly managing these roles leads to important outcomes has been
acknowledged and researched for the last several decades (Barnett & Baruch, 1985;
Marks, 1977; Sieber, 1974). The purpose of investigating boundary management is to see

how individuals cope with the multiple responsibilities they have between the domains in

their life (Nippert-Eng, 1996). Boundary management is an important topic worth
studying because the rapidly changing nature of work, organizations, and technology in

modern day has made it easier for an individual to experience one domain attempting to
spill into another because of the expanded options for flexible work arrangements
available to them (Kossek & Michel, 2010). These changes in how we work are further

complicated by the increase in employees that are in nontraditional situations such as
single parent, married couples where both work and/or caregiver roles (whether it is for
children, elderly, or people otherwise unable to look after themselves). Because of the
demands in these roles and increased workplace flexibility, employees have increasingly

attempted to self-regulate work and nonwork boundaries (Rothbard et al., 2005). As
active boundary management has become more common, it is also necessary to
understand the consequences of when it is done poorly and when it is done well.

Poor boundary management strategies and implementations are not only costly to
organizations, but also negatively impact employees’ long-term health. Improperly
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managed boundaries (such as allowing unwelcome interruptions into one or both
domains, being unable to transition between domains when a person deems relevant, or
not knowing when it is appropriate to switch from one domain to the other) have been

linked to more frequent conflicts with both the work and nonwork domain, which leads to

chronic stress and burnout in the workplace, causing employees health issues including

hypertension, heart problems, depression, and insomnia. The health issues caused by
chronic stress and burnout are estimated to cost employers between $125 billion to $190
billion in healthcare each year in the United States (Hunter et al., 2019; Kohli, 2018).

Poor boundary management has also been suggested to lead to increased intention of
turnover for employees (Kossek et al., 2012).

However, when it is done well boundary management provides benefits for

organizations and employees. Individuals who achieve a satisfactory work/nonwork life
balance benefit from what is known as boundary facilitation, which is defined as when
involvement in one domain enhances the person’s experience in another domain by
helping them develop better skills, affects, and efficiency gains to use in that other
domain (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Wayne et al., 2007). They also report better health
and wellbeing outcomes than those who cannot (Halpern, 2006; Wang et al., 2008; Zheng

et al., 2015). Those who can manage their boundaries have reported enrichment in their

lives by resources and abilities developed in one of the domains to better attend to tasks
in the other. Because enrichment goes in both directions this can lead to experiences in
one domain causing an improvement to the quality of life in another domain for the

individual (Carlson et al., 2006; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). An example of this was
shown in the studies done by McNall et al. (2010), which found evidence to suggest that
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enrichment is positively associated with outcomes such as emotional commitment

towards an organization, satisfaction at work, and negatively associated with physical
health problems and negative affect. Now that the consequences and definition of
boundary management have been discussed, the next part of this section will discuss

research into this construct.
The early research into this topic first began with identifying possible boundaries
and their divisions (e.g., Sieber, 1974), then shifted to whether boundaries were properly

managed (e.g., Rothbard et al., 2005). However, more recent studies have begun to focus
more on the process itself and the conditions in which boundary management occurs

(e.g., Kossek & Michel, 2010). The process of boundary management is normally

thought of as being done in two different ways: by either keeping each of their domains
separate from one another (known as “segmentation”) or by having the different domains

freely interact with one another (known as “integration”). Examples of segmentation
includes not answering work emails when at home or keeping their phone off when at

work to avoid distractions from people outside the workplace, while examples of
integration would be behaviors that are the opposite of segmentation (reading and
answering work emails at home, taking calls from family and friends while at work, and

other similar behaviors). However, literature looking into the segmentation and
integration strategies has suggested that boundary management may exist on a continuum
from segmentation to integration instead of an either/or choice (Ashford et al., 2000;

Clark, 2000; Nippert-Eng, 1996).
The theory of a continuum was tested and further developed by Bulger et al.

(2007), who studied the boundary management strategies of participants and the
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relationship between boundary strength and work/nonwork balance. Bulger et al. (2007)
measured the strength of the work and nonwork boundaries, along with how flexible
participants were in allowing the boundaries to interact with each other, along with

perceptions of work/nonwork balance. The research found that the idea of the

segmentation-integration continuum may not be as straightforward as first thought as

Bulger et al. (2007) found that no participants seemed to fit solely on the segmentation
end of the continuum. Evidence from the study also suggested that flexibility in one of

either work or nonwork boundaries helps with success in the other boundary and can lead
to enrichment between them. This is consistent with previous research, which found
evidence that maintaining strong boundaries can have both positive and negative
consequences for the individual (Bulger et al., 2007). This also supports the suggestion
from research done by Kreiner (2006) who suggests that neither boundary management

strategy type is better than the other and that the individual’s work and life situation is
what determines the best strategy to use.
One last aspect of boundary management worth discussing is the idea of

asymmetrical permeability. This describes the idea that people may allow boundaries to
integrate or flow in one direction but not the other. An example of this would be someone

making flexible and permeable boundaries around their work domain, but inflexible and

impermeable around their home domain (Bulger et al., 2007). Some of the research in
boundary management that was reviewed for this thesis doesn’t make distinctions for

asymmetrical permeability. Despite this concept’s importance the analyses in this thesis
will be looking at segmentation in one direction, specifically the direction of work

interfering with the home domain.
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Boundary Management and Workplace Culture
Another part of boundary management study that has recently been researched is

organizations’ culture surrounding use of boundary management strategies. Boundary
management culture is defined as shared norms, behaviors, beliefs, and values in an
organization around use of segmentation strategies for protecting their nonwork domain
from their work domain. (McDonald et al., 2007; Schein, 1985; Thompson et al., 1999).
Previous research by Thompson et al. (1999) suggested that boundary management

culture is measured in three sections: perceived time demands, perceived consequences of

using work-life programs, and perceived managerial support. However more recent

research investigates the outcomes of boundary management, such as Kreiner’s (2006)
research using workplace culture as a single item while investigating the effects of using
segmentation strategies between work and nonwork domains. Despite the different ways
of looking at it, research suggests that the environment of the workplace can play a role

in the enactment of boundary management and that a mismatch between organizational
culture and an individual’s boundary management strategies can have detrimental effects

on employees, such as emotional exhaustion from the work (Foucreault et al., 2016). If
the policies and procedures of an organization are perceived to support one type of

boundary management strategy, it can influence the management strategies employees
use, regardless of their personal preferences (Park et al., 2011; Foucreault et al., 2016).

The state of the current literature suggests evidence to imply that personality traits may
also play a role alongside workplace factors in how individuals choose to manage their

boundaries.
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Boundary Management and Personality Traits

While Ashford et al.’s (2000) boundary management theory suggests that
individuals enact and maintain boundaries between their domains, it does not explain
how individual differences influence how this is performed. Munsterburg (1913) found
evidence that personality traits influence our vocational choice (and by extension the

work environment and culture), which implies that personality has an influence on
preferences for segmentation strategies. Recent research has provided further insight into
how traits affect use of segmentation strategies by suggesting that individual differences

in traits such as conscientiousness and neuroticism can predict some of the variance in
enacting segmentation strategies, as well as experiencing conflicts in managing work and
nonwork boundaries (Bruck et al., 2003; Gardner et al., 2021; Michel & Clark, 2012;
Wayne et al., 2004).

One of the current, popular methods for measuring personality traits is done using

the five-factor model, also known as the Big Five personality traits. The five-factor
model was first introduced in 1961 by Tupes and Christal (1961) but would not become

widely known until years afterwards. This model uses five categories to describe traits:
Openness to Experience (curiosity vs. cautiousness), Conscientiousness (organized vs.

careless), Extraversion (outgoing vs. reserved), Agreeableness (friendly vs. callous), and
Neuroticism (sensitive vs. resilient) (Roccas et al., 2002). There are multiple methods to

measuring the Big Five, usually consisting of descriptive items that are self-reported by
the survey participants (De Fruyt et al., 2004).

The Openness to Experience trait involves things such as attentiveness to own
feelings, preference for variety, and curiosity (Costa and McCrae, 1992).
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Conscientiousness is regarded as being reliable and persevering in tasks (Thompson,

2008). Extraversion is defined as a person’s tendency to be outgoing, talkative, and
energetic (Thompson, 2008). Agreeableness is defined as a person’s ability to be kind,

warm, cooperative, sympathetic, and considerate (Thompson, 2008). Neuroticism has had
several different definitions, but most definitions include some form of emotional
instability and poor ability to manage psychological stress (Ormel et al., 2012). Other
than Conscientiousness and Neuroticism, there are few details in previous research that
discuss the role of the other three traits in boundary management, which is why this

section only discusses these two in detail. This lack of details on the remaining three
traits is one reason why all five of the Big Five traits were measured and see what role
they play in segmentation preferences and enactment.

Though the evidence supports the idea that individuals differ in strategies used to

manage work/nonwork boundaries, the question of how to investigate these differences
and how they relate to boundary management had very little research until Gardner et

al.’s (2021) research into how personality traits (Conscientiousness and Neuroticism), job

characteristics (job autonomy and responsibility for outcomes of self and others at work),
and adopted management strategy influenced how boundaries between work and

nonwork domains were managed.

High conscientiousness may influence boundary management by making it easier

for the individual to focus solely on the domain they are currently in (to the point of not
allowing interruptions from the other domain) because of their perception of being able to

control their boundaries and the methodical approach used when handling demands.
Conscientiousness has been suggested to be a predictor of good job performance and a
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cause of employee promotions in organizations (Barrick et al., 1991; Judge et al., 2002).

Because individuals with this trait tend to be methodical and employ self-controlling
behavior, they are more likely to effectively manage time and responsibilities (Gardner et

al., 2021; Russell et al., 2017). Research suggests that workers high in this trait deal well

with interruptions within the work domain (Russell et al., 2017). Individuals high in

conscientiousness also report high levels of internal locus of control, which impacts

perception of boundary control (Hattrup et al., 2005). Hattrup et al.’s (2005) suggestion is
supported by Gardner et al. (2021), who found evidence to suggest that individuals high

in conscientiousness perceive greater control over their boundaries and report fewer

interruptions between work and nonwork boundaries.
Neuroticism may influence boundary management because of the combination of

emotional instability and perception of an inability to control boundaries and outside
threats, causing them to spend more effort worrying and using inefficient methods to
exert control. Individuals with high levels of neuroticism are more likely to experience
worry, anxiety, sadness, and irritability (Eby et al., 2010). They also have issues with

stress and more often view events as threatening (Watson, 2000). Individuals with high

levels of this trait may be less efficient with their time because of concerns for things

outside of their immediate tasks, causing them to divide their focus between their tasks
and other concerns. Unsurprisingly, high ratings of neuroticism in individuals have been
found to have a positive relationship with their perceived conflicts with managing

boundaries (Blanch & Aluja, 2009). Gardner et al. (2021) suggested these conflicts come
from issues such as being too worried about management of boundaries or refusing to

deal with interruptions between their domains. These actions may stem from their
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perceived inability to control boundaries combined with their tendency to view events

outside their current domain as threatening or worrisome.
Gardner et al. (2021) found evidence to suggest that Conscientiousness was

associated with participants having a greater perception of being in control of managing
their boundaries and fewer perceived interruptions between the work and nonwork
domains, while participants with higher Neuroticism scores reported more interruptions

in their domains. The relationship with neuroticism and perceived interruptions was
speculated on by Gardner et al. (2021), who theorized that people high in neuroticism
attempt to exert control over their life by putting a lot of effort into limiting interruptions

between their domains (p.22).
Even though research supports the idea that there may be a relationship between

segmentation enactment and personality only recently has research examined boundary
management preferences for segmentation as a moderator of the relationship between
personality traits and which boundary management strategies employees use. A recent

study conducted by Michel et al. (2012) looked at the relationship between work/family

facilitation and conflicts between these two boundaries, core self-evaluations, affect,

neuroticism, agreeableness, and conscientiousness while using boundary management
preferences as a moderator variable. The data in this study suggested that the participant’s
preference for using segmentation boundary management strategies was a moderator that

strengthened the positive relationships between personality traits and both work-family
boundary conflict and facilitation.

Michel et al.’s (2012) study also found that participants with positive affect and

core self-evaluations had an easier time facilitating their work and family boundaries by
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better aligning their preferences with reality, and that Agreeableness and Neuroticism

only predicted significant variance in facilitating work to family boundaries. Finally,

Michel et al. found evidence that boundary management preferences did have a
moderating effect: preferences for segmentation increased positive relationships between

negative affect and work-family conflict, Neuroticism and work-family conflict, negative
affect and family-to-work conflict, positive affect and work-family facilitation, and core

self-evaluations and family-to-work facilitation.
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CHAPTER II

DESCRIPTION OF RESEARCH

2.1 Hypotheses
Both hypotheses in this research are based on the findings by Michel et al. (2012)
and Gardner et al. (2021) that suggest personality traits play a role in enacting

segmentation strategies. However, my study differs in two ways: we will see if three of
the Big Five Personality traits (Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and

Extraversion) not observed in recent boundary management studies influence the

participant’s segmentation preferences, and that we will also look at the organization’s
boundary management culture and how it affects the segmentation strategies used by

employees. The first hypothesis of this study (See Figure 1 at the end of this section)
attempts to see if an individual’s personality traits have a correlation with the level of

preference for segmentation strategies, and the second hypothesis examines whether
workplace boundary management culture moderates segmentation preferences’ mediation
of the relationship between the personality traits and enacted segmentation strategies. In
this model, segmentation strategies are defined as “the approach an individual uses to

prevent interruptions from their work domain into their nonwork domain.” In this model,
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Segmentation Preferences are defined as the participant’s preference for using
segmentation boundary management strategies over integration strategies.

The predictor variables in the first hypothesis are the individual’s personality

traits, measured by the Five-Factor Model of personality: Openness to Experience,

Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism.
The Openness to Experience trait involves things such as attentiveness to own
feelings, preference for variety, and curiosity (Costa and McCrae, 1992). Individuals
scoring high in this trait tend to seek out new experiences, while those scoring low in the

trait tend to prefer traditional routines (McCrae, 2004). This preference for new
experiences and preference for variety implies that those high in this trait possess or

desire a level of flexibility in how they handle their everyday lives. Openness to

experience has been suggested to play a role in problem solving and seeking social
support, as well as cognitive restructuring control strategies (Connor-Smith et al., 2007).

The preference for variety, attentiveness to self, and either possession of or desire for
flexibility suggests that individuals high in this score would be more likely to prefer
integration strategies between their work and nonwork domains.

People high in Conscientiousness are regarded as being reliable and persevering.

Typical behaviors of people high in conscientiousness include being orderly and
systematic, as well as being thorough in tasks and thinking things through before acting
(Thompson, 2008). This trait is one of three traits (the other two being Agreeableness and

Neuroticism) that have evidence to suggest a significant bivariate relationship with work

family conflict and boundary management (Allen et al., 2012). Meta-analysis findings
also suggest that individuals high in Conscientiousness have an easier time with problem
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solving, seeking support, and creating coping behaviors (Connor-Smith et al., 2007).
These skills are helpful in acquiring the resources necessary to minimize boundary
management conflicts and help facilitate them effectively (Michel et al., 2012). Because
of their ability to create solutions and prevent issues with boundary conflicts, those high

in Conscientiousness should be more likely to prefer integration strategies between their
work and nonwork domains because of their ability to minimize work-family conflict by

creating and implementing solutions that people low in Conscientiousness would not.
Extraversion is the third trait that will be examined in this study.
Individuals high in extraversion tend to be outgoing, talkative, and energetic (Thompson,

2008). Extraverts tend to find pleasure in interacting with others and enjoy spending time
in large group activities. Like Conscientiousness and Agreeableness, Extraversion is
suggested to play a role in an individual’s support help seeking strategies and the types of

coping used for stressful situations (Connor-Smith et al., 2007). If individuals high in

Extraversion are more willing to seek help and find pleasure in interacting with many

people more likely more likely to prefer integration strategies between their work and
nonwork domains because it would make it less stressful when interacting with people

across boundaries.

Agreeableness is regarded as being kind, warm, cooperative, sympathetic, and

considerate (Thompson, 2008). People with high scores on this personality trait tend to be
altruistic and empathetic in their daily lives, while low scores indicate selfish behavior

and lack of empathy (Song, 2017). The definition of this trait, along with previous

research on it imply that people high in Agreeableness would be unlikely to ignore
someone in need of help if they can assist them. Like Conscientiousness, Agreeableness
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has also been proposed to have a positive relationship with behaviors that involve

cognitive restructuring as coping mechanisms, and seeking support (Connor-Smith et al.,
2007). These findings suggest that individuals high in Agreeableness may have an easier
time with handling expectations and their responsibilities. Because of this, individuals

high in Agreeableness more likely to prefer integration strategies between their work and
nonwork domains.

The last trait that will be examined is Neuroticism. This trait is different from
others in that having higher levels of this trait is not considered a good thing. Individuals

with high scores in Neuroticism are more likely to be moody and experience negative
feelings such as jealousy, fear, depression, and loneliness (Thompson, 2008) and are also

at higher risk of developing common mental disorders (Jeronimus et al., 2016). As
shown in the research by Gardner et al. (2021), people high in this trait are also more

likely to perceive events as interruptions between the work and non/work domains.

Because people high in neuroticism are more likely to react negatively to interruptions, it
is likely that they would prefer not having one boundary try to interrupt or mix freely
with other ones. Gardner et al’s (2021) research along with Ormel et al’s (2012) research
suggests an inability to manage the stress between work and nonwork domains,

suggesting that they attempt to use segmentation strategies to keep one boundary from
mixing into the other. Because of these findings, individuals high in Neuroticism are
more likely to prefer segmentation strategies between their work and nonwork domains.

Because the variables were measured using the segmentation end of the boundary
management strategy spectrum, the hypotheses are focused in the direction of
segmentation. The hypotheses for these traits are:
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Hypothesis la: Participants with high ratings of Openness to Experience will be

more likely to prefer integration (less likely to prefer segmentation).
Hypothesis lb: Participants with high ratings of Conscientiousness will be more

likely to prefer integration (less likely to prefer segmentation).
Hypothesis 1c: Participants with high ratings ofExtraversion will be more likely

to prefer integration (less likely to prefer segmentation).
Hypothesis 1d: Participants with high ratings ofAgreeableness will be more

likely to prefer integration (less likely to prefer segmentation).
Hypothesis 1e: Participants with high ratings of Neuroticism will be less likely to

prefer integration (more likely to prefer segmentation).
The second hypothesis is a mediated moderation model that examines the
relationship between segmentation preferences and enacted segmentation strategy by the

participants. The moderator in this model is the organization’s boundary management
culture, and the possible mediator will be the participants’ segmentation preferences (see

Figure 2 at the end of this section). The moderator and mediator variables in this model is
hypothesized to affect the relationship between segmentation preferences of the employee
and the boundary management strategies used. As implied in research by Park et al.

(2011) and Foucreault et al. (2016), the appearances of a workplace favoring one type of
management strategy can influence how employees approach enacting segmentation

strategies. Because of this, the organization’s culture surrounding boundary management

may have a moderating effect on the relationship between segmentation preferences and
the type of segmentation enactment by participants. In the model boundary management
culture moderates as a situational strength, meaning if the organization has strong
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situational cues for its employees, then it will reduce the strength of the other predictor
outcome relationships. This is because previous research has suggested that the increased

structure and little ambiguity that comes with high situational strength leads employees to
react in the way the organizational climate recommends (Snyder & Ickes, 1985; Bowling

et al, 2013; Smithirai et al., 2008). In this study, to have a “high segmentation culture”
means that an organization’s practices and policies support employees disengaging from
the work domain when not in the workplace (things such as no expectations to answer

work emails or phone calls at home and not taking work home with them are examples of
this). A “low segmentation culture” implies the opposite, expecting employees to engage

in the work domain when not in the workplace (being available to contact when off shift,

taking work home with them, and frequently leaving the home domain to engage in work

outside of the person’s normal work schedule are examples of this culture).
Hypothesis 2: Segmentation Preferences will mediate, and Segmentation Culture

will moderate the relationship between personality traits and segmentation enactment.
Hypothesis 2a: Segmentation Preferences will mediate the relationship between

significant personality traits (regardless of the direction of the relationship) and
segmentation enactment.
Hypothesis 2b: Boundary Management Culture will play a moderating role in the

relationship between segmentation preferences and segmentation enactment. The
relationship between segmentation preferences and segmentation enactment will be

stronger when the organizational culture supports a certain strategy.
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Figure 1
Analysis for personality traits and segmentation preferences.

Figure 2

Mediated moderator hypothesis for segmentation preferences and segmentation enactment.

2.2 Justification
If the hypotheses are correct, then this research will be helpful because it will give
organizations a way to predict the use of segmentation strategies that an employee or
potential employee is most likely to use. From this, organizations that have work-life

balance programs can either adjust their program based on the enrolled employees or
have an easier time helping employees learn strategies that will work best for them.
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This study contributes to the body of knowledge of work-nonwork life balance by
building on previous research into successful boundary management by investigating

how individual personality traits may affect how people segment their work and nonwork
domains. This investigation differs from previous research by proposing a direct
relationship between personality traits and segmentation enactment using the Five Factor

Model theory. It also contributes to the body of knowledge by not only investigating

whether segmentation preferences matter in an individual’s boundary management, but
also whether their organization’s climate around segmentation enactment moderates how

it is done. The organization’s climate around segmentation enactment is important

because of the possible benefits to both employer and employee: if it does moderate then
organizations can help employees by developing better work/life balance programs from
their understanding of how their culture affects their employees’ ability to manage their

boundaries. This understanding can lead to less stress on employees, higher ratings of job

satisfaction from employees, and help mitigate the healthcare costs to employers resulting
from stress and burnout (Chen et al., 2008; Kreiner, 2006).
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CHAPTER III

METHOD

3.1 Materials
This research makes use of four different scales in one survey.

Personality traits

The first scale is the Big Five Inventory (John & Srivasta, 1999), which is a 44item survey that measures personality traits listed from the Big Five. It also uses a Likert
scale which ranges from 1 (Disagree Strongly) to 5 (Agree Strongly).
Segmentation Preferences

The second set of items is a measure of work/nonwork boundary management
preferences, which is part of a larger scale developed by Kreiner (2006). This section is a
four-item survey and answered with a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7

(strongly agree). Examples of items on this scale are “I prefer to keep work life at work,”
and “I don’t like to think about work when I am at home.” Higher values on this scale

means that participants prefer segmentation strategies.
Segmentation Culture

The third scale, used to measure the Segmentation Culture variable, comes from
the Segmentation Supplies section of Kriener’s (2006) research. It is a four-item scale
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also measured on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

An example item from this is “My workplace lets people forget about work when they’re

at home.” Higher ratings on this scale indicate that participants’ workplaces allow them

to use segmentation boundary management strategies for work and nonwork domains.
Segmentation Enactment

Finally, the construct segmentation enactment is measured using the Work

interrupting nonwork behaviors and Nonwork interrupting work behaviors sections of the
Work-Life Indicator (Kossek et al., 2012) in this analysis. Both sections use a five-point

Likert scale that also ranges from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). An
example of an item from the Nonwork interrupting work behaviors scale is “I monitor
personal-related communications (e.g. emails, texts, and phone calls) while I am

working” and an example of the items from the Work interrupting nonwork behaviors

section is “I work during my vacations.” High measures on this scale indicate that the
participant experiences more interruptions between their work and nonwork boundaries
more in their daily lives than people with lower ratings. This paper uses Work

Interrupting Home for the hypothesized construct. Reliability for both Work Interrupting

Home and Home Interrupting Work were measured in my study using Cronbach’s Alpha.
Work Interrupting Home had a reliability of .79, and Home Interrupting Work had a

reliability of .70. Validity reports from Kossek et al. (2012) reported Work Interrupting
Home having an alpha of .72 and Home Interrupting Work having an alpha of .80. The
results of this measure were reverse coded for use in the analysis to make sure all
variables were in the direction of segmentation.
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To ensure that participants are paying attention during the surveys, attention
check questions were added to the first two parts of the survey. The first attention check

question in the survey was at the end of the Big Five Personality inventory and said “If
you have been paying attention to these questions, select 2 here.” The second one was at
the end of Kreiner’s (2006) survey and stated “If you have been paying attention to these
questions, please select 5.”

3.2 Participants and Procedure
One hundred one participants were recruited online on LinkedIn by making posts

seeking participants, but out of those only 99 of them were considered valid because of
failures to correctly answer the attention check questions (discussed later in this section).

I made posts on my news feed and to the following LinkedIn groups: The Psychology
Network, I/O Careers- Network of Industrial Organizational Psychologists, Data
Analytics Study Groups- LinkedIn Learning, and Industrial and Organizational
Psychology Professionals. Participants who completed the survey were given the option
to enter a raffle to win a $50 prepaid Visa gift card. Participants were adults living in the
United States, were employed full-time, and had a LinkedIn account.

For the participants’ answers to be considered valid, they also needed to correctly
answer the two attention check questions spread throughout the survey. If they did not
answer both questions correctly their answers were not included in the analysis. These

questions have been added to the survey to ensure that questions are being answered in
good faith, and not being rushed to completion. Participants completed the Big Five
Inventory personality survey (John & Srivasta, 1999), then the Workplace segmentation
preferences items created by Kreiner (2006), then complete the Segmentation supplies of
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Kreiner’s (2006) survey, and finally the Nonwork interrupting work behaviors and Work

interrupting nonwork behaviors sections of the Work-Life Indicator (Kossek et al., 2012).
Participants’ demographic data was not collected.

3.3 Analysis
The first model proposed in this thesis will be analyzed using correlations to
examine possible relationships between the personality traits and segmentation

preferences, then multiple regression to find which personality traits would have the
greatest effect when it comes to segmentation preferences. The model for the second

hypothesis will be analyzed using a mediated moderation model. I used a power analysis
to determine the minimum sample size. My desired statistical power level for

determining my minimum sample size for Hypothesis 1 is 0.8 my anticipated effect size
isf2=0.15 The effect size was chosen because it is the rule of thumb for a medium effect
size in multiple regression as defined by Cohen (1988). The analysis suggested I needed a

minimum of 95 participants.
For hypotheses la-le, the Five Factor model traits are my predictors.
Segmentation Preferences is my dependent variable. For Hypotheses la-le, a correlation
analysis was used for hypothesis testing and further exploratory analysis was done using
regression. In Hypothesis 2a and 2b the predictor is the participants’ segmentation

preferences, and the dependent variable is Segmentation Enactment. The moderation and

mediator effects were tested by using a mediated moderation mode with the moderator
(segmentation culture), mediator (Segmentation Preferences), predictors (significant
personality traits), dependent variable (Segmentation Enactment), and the possible

interaction effects between variables. Both mediation analysis and moderated mediation
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was done using Hayes’ Process macro for SPSS. Hypothesis 2a used Model 4, while
Hypothesis 2b used Model 14.
A few of the participants who had valid responses did not answer every question.

Some were missing responses to a question or two but answered all the others. In
instances where this happened the Multiple Imputation option was used in SPSS.

Multiple imputation is a method of substituting missing data in which SPSS creates

several versions of the same dataset using different imputation methods. After this

substituted data is combined into a single result by calculating the mean, variance, and

confidence intervals. This method helps can help prevent interpretations errors and biases
stemming from missing data (Graham, 2009; Lall, 2016).
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

4.1 Results
Descriptive Statistics and First Hypothesis

Table 1 on the next page lists the descriptive statistics of the data. The table first
lists the mean and standard deviation, correlations between the variables, and internal

consistency reliabilities. One thing that was noteworthy but not part of the hypothesis

testing was that Neuroticism had a negative but significant relationship with the other
four personality traits. The last thing of note is that Segmentation Enactment has a
significant relationship with Agreeableness, Segmentation Preferences, and Segmentation

Culture. The results of the hypothesis testing for Hypotheses la-le is discussed after
Table 1.
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics for the data
2

3

4

5

.34**
.14
.50**
-.28**

(.77)
-.00
.55**
19**

(.74)
23**
-.26**

(.63)
-.26**

(.59)

1.61

.21*

.00

.09

.09

-.22*

(.86)

4.78

1.41

.19*

37**

-.09

.31**

.09

.06

(.81)

3.27

.99

.11

24*

-.08

.23*

.01

.37**

.42**

Variables

Mean

SD

1

1 .Openness
to
Experience
2.Conscientiousness
3. Extraversion
4.Agreeableness
5.Neuroticism

3.47

.56

(.68)

3.71
3.16
3.60
2.88

.69
.66
.57
.59

6. Segmentation Culture

4.27

7. Segmentation
Preferences
8. Segmentation
Enactment

6

7

8

(.79)

Reliabilities are listed in the diagonal row of the table in parentheses.
**- Correlation is significant at .01 level (1-tailed)
*- Correlation is significant at .05 level (1-tailed)

To give a summary before going into detail only Openness to Experience,

Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness had a relationship with Segmentation Preferences,
but it was in a positive direction (the opposite of my hypotheses). Table 1 of this section

presents the personality traits of the Five Factor model and their correlations to
participants’ segmentation preferences. The Openness to Experience Trait was weakly

related to segmentation preferences with r = .19 and p = .05. This does not support

Hypothesis la. Conscientiousness had r = .36 andp < .01, suggesting a moderate and
significant positive relationship with segmentation preferences. My data suggest that

Hypothesis lb (that Conscientiousness negatively related to segmentation preferences) is
not supported. Extraversion had no relationship with Segmentation Preferences meaning
that Hypothesis 1c is also not supported. Agreeableness had a moderate positive

relationship with r = .31 andp < .01. This relationship goes in the opposite direction of

Hypothesis 1d, meaning it is not supported. Finally, Neuroticism had no relationship with
segmentation preferences. This does not support Hypothesis le.
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Other than the results for Hypotheses la-le, there are other relationships that are
noteworthy. The relationships between the Segmentation Enactment and

Conscientiousness, and between Segmentation Enactment and Agreeableness are the first
two noteworthy relationships. The relationship of Segmentation Enactment and

Conscientiousness has a negative correlation of r = -.24 and is significant, while
Segmentation Enactment and Agreeableness also has a negative correlation of r = -.23
and is significant. This suggests that individuals high in these two traits have fewer

interruptions in their home domain from their work domain, which suggests the
possibility that people high in this trait may approach the tasks in their domains
differently than those low in these traits. The final relationship worth noting is between

Segmentation Preferences and Segmentation Enactment. This is a moderate negative
correlation (r = -.42) and is significant. This suggests that the higher an individual’s

segmentation preferences, the fewer interruptions they experience in their home domain
from their work domain.

Table 2 looks at the variance and coefficients for the five personality traits and
Segmentation Preferences using a multiple regression model, which was done as an
exploratory analysis to further look at the data. When used together, the traits account for

about 19% of the variance in participants’ segmentation preferences. It is interesting to
note that despite Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness all

having significant correlations with Segmentation Preference, only Conscientiousness is

statistically significant (p = .02). It may be possible that Conscientiousness is masking the

effects of Openness to Experience and Agreeableness because it is both strong and

correlated with the other two predictors.
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Table 2

Exploratory analysis between Big Five traits and Segmentation Preferences
R

R2

Adjusted R2

Std. Error
of the
Estimate

.45

.19

.16

1.30

Variables

B

Standard
Error

ß

t

P

(Constant)
Openness to
Experience
Conscientiousness
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Neuroticism

-.37
.17

1.59
.28

.07

-.23
.60

.82
.55

.57
-.19
.49
.45

.24
.21
.31
.24

.27
-.09
.18
.19

2.39
-.90
1.58
1.85

.02
.37
.12
.07

Second Hypothesis
Before discussing the mediation analysis, I would like to remind readers of the
zero-order correlations for the personality traits and Segmentation Enactment that are
shown in Table 1. Conscientiousness has a negative but significant correlation (r = .24)

with Segmentation Enactment, and Agreeableness also has a negative, significant

correlation (r = .23) with this variable. Even though the relationships weren’t in the
predicted direction, I still wish to look for mediation for the second hypothesis regardless.

Because Openness to Experience did not have a significant relationship with
Segmentation Enactment, Hypothesis 2a is only partially supported. Before seeing if
there is a mediated moderation relationship between personality traits and Segmentation

Enactment, I first wanted to see if there was a mediated relationship to determine if there
would be anything noteworthy.
To do the mediated analysis for my second hypothesis, I used Model 4 in Hayes’
PROCESS macro for SPSS. The mediator M was participants’ segmentation preferences,

the Y variable was whether segmentation enactment is used by participants, the X
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variables were Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness and Agreeableness. Only

these traits were analyzed because they were the only ones that had a significant
relationship with Segmentation Preferences. Each of these traits were analyzed

separately, without using the others as covariates. For more details, see Tables 3, 4, and 5
below.
Table 3
Relationship of Openness to Experience and Segmentation Preferences to

Segmentation Enactment
R

R2

MSE

F

df1

df2

P

.41

.17

.84

10.04

2.00

98.00

.00

Coefficient

SE

t

P

Lower
CI

Upper CI

Constant

1.72

.61

2.80

.01

0.50

2.93

Openness to
Experience
Segmentation
Preferences

-.06

.17

-.33

.74

-.28

.39

-.29

.07

-4.32

.00

.16

.42

Indirect
Effect

Effect

BootSE

Lower
CI

Upper
CI

.14
.08
-.01
.31
Indirect
Effect
SE = Standard Error of the Estimate, BootSE = Bootstrapped Standard Error of the Estimate, CI =
Confidence Interval
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Table 4
Relationship of Conscientiousness and Segmentation Preferences to Segmentation

Enactment
R

R2

MSE

F

df1

df2

P

.42

.18

.83

10.76

2.00

98.00

.00

Coefficient

SE

t

P

Lower
CI

Upper CI

Constant

1.41

.53

2.65

.01

0.36

2.46

Conscientiousness

.17

.15

1.15

.25

-.12

.46

Segmentation
Preferences
Indirect Effect

.26

.07

3.78

.00

.12

.40

Effect

BootSE

Lower
CI

Upper CI

Indirect Effect

.20

.07

.07

.34

SE = Standard Error of the Estimate, BootSE = Bootstrapped Standard Error of the Estimate, CI =
Confidence Interval

Table 5
Relationship ofAgreeableness and Segmentation Preferences to Segmentation

Enactment
R

R2

MSE

F

df1

df2

P

.43

.18

.82

10.89

2.00

98.00

.00

Coefficient

SE

t

P

Lower
CI

Upper CI

Constant

1.26

.60

2.09

.04

0.07

2.45

Agreeableness

.21

.17

-1.24

.22

-.13

.54

Segmentation
Preferences
Indirect Effect

.26

.07

3.91

.00

.13

.40

BootSE

Lower
CI

Upper CI

Indirect Effect

.20

.07

.75

.36

SE = Standard Error of the Estimate, BootSE = Bootstrapped Standard Error of the Estimate, CI =
Confidence Interval
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If you look at the data provided in Tables 3,4, and 5 the confidence intervals for
the indirect effect in the examined mediated relationships between Conscientiousness and

Segmentation Enactment and Agreeableness and Segmentation Enactment do not overlap
with zero. This provides initial evidence that suggests a mediated relationship is

occurring. However, the confidence interval for the indirect effect for Openness to
Experience and Segmentation Enactment does overlap with zero suggesting there is no
mediated relationship there. This is expected for Openness to Experience, since out of the

three traits this did not have a significant relationship with Segmentation Enactment.
Another interesting thing shown in the tables is that Segmentation Preferences appears to
predict interruptions after controlling for personality (p < .01 in all three tables).

The results for Hypothesis 2b (that Segmentation Culture plays a moderating role
in the relationship between personality traits and Segmentation Enactment) can be seen in
Tables 6, 7, and 8, listed below. For this hypothesis I used Hayes Model 14, which is

similar to Model 4 but differs in that it includes a Moderator (W) in the analysis,

Segmentation Culture, as well as the mediator and all other variables in the same places
that we used them in Hypothesis 2a.
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Table 6
Openness to Experience and interaction effect of Segmentation Preferences and

Segmentation Culture
R

R2

MSE

F

.56
Coefficient

.31

.71

SE

t

-.15
1.05
-.14
Constant
-.07
.16
-.42
Openness to Experience
Segmentation Preference
.53
.17
3.16
Segmentation Culture
.56
.22
2.55
Segmentation
-.06
.04
-1.58
Preferences x Segmentation
Culture
SE = Standard Error of the Estimate, CI = Confidence Interval

df1

df2

P

10.95

4.00

P

96.00
Upper
CI

.00

Lower
CI

.89
.68
.00
.01
.12

-2.23
-.38
.20
.12
-.14

1.94
.25
.86
.99
.02

Table 7

Conscientiousness and interaction effects of Segmentation Preferences and
Segmentation Culture
R

R2

MSE

F

.57
Coefficient

.32

.70

11.34

SE

t

1.24
.42
.82
.97
.02

.-.68
.97
-.70
Constant
.15
.13
1.13
Conscientiousness
Segmentation Preference
.48
.17
2.81
Segmentation Culture
..53
.22
2.43
Segmentation
.06
.04
-1.47
Preferences* Segmentation
Culture
SE = Standard Error of the Estimate, CI = Confidence Interval
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df1

df2

P

4.00

96.00

.00

P

Lower
CI

Upper
CI

.48
.26
.01
.02
.14

-2.60
-.12
.14
.10
-.13

Table 8

Agreeableness and interaction effect of Segmentation Preferences and Segmentation
Culture

Constant
Agreeableness
Segmentation Preference
Segmentation Culture
Segmentation
Preferencex Segmentation
Culture

R

R2

MSE

F

.56
Coeff

.32
SE

.70

t

-.67
.13
.50
.54
-.06

1.00
.16
.17
.22
.04

-.67
.84
2.95
2.46
-1.54

df1

df2

P

11.14

4.00

P
.50
.40
.00
.02
.13

-2.66
-.18
.16
.10
-.14

96.00
Upper
CI
1.32
.44
.84
.97
.02

.00

Lower
CI

The analysis used to test my hypothesis has more than one step to it. The first step
is looking at the relationship with the three personality traits (Openness to Experience,

Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness) and Segmentation Preferences (shown in Tables
3, 4, and 5). The next step of the analysis then looks at the relationship between the

predictor variables and Use of Segmentation but uses Segmentation Preferences as a

mediator variable and Segmentation Culture as a moderator variable (shown in Tables 6,
7, and 8). The second part of the analysis looks at both mediator and moderator variables

separately and together as interaction effect. To determine if there is an effect on
boundary management strategies used from Segmentation Preferences and Workplace
boundary management culture, I first looked at the interaction effects in each of the

tables. None of the interaction effects showed statistical significance, meaning the null
hypothesis is not rejected. This suggests that Hypothesis 2b is not supported. The final

measure of whether there is moderated mediation occurring can be seen in Table 9.
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Table 9
Index of mediated moderation
Effect
BootSE
Lower CI
-.03
.03
-.10
Moderated
mediation
(Openness to
Experience)
-.04
.03
-.12
Moderated
mediation
(Conscientiousness)
-.05
.03
-.12
Moderated
mediation
(Agreeableness)_____________________________________________________
Boot SE = Bootstrapped Standard Error of the Estimate, CI = Confidence Interval.

Upper CI
.01

.01

.01

The last part of determining if moderated mediation occurred is to look at the
upper and lower confidence intervals. Because all the ranges between upper and lower
intervals contain zero, there is no moderated mediation occurring, meaning that

Hypothesis 2b is not supported. However, it was interesting to note that despite there

being no significant interaction effect both Segmentation Preferences and Segmentation
Culture had significant effects by themselves. I decided to investigate both variables

individually. The first thing I did was look at both previously mentioned variables
alongside the three personality traits in a regression formula with Segmentation Use as

the dependent variable. The results of this analysis can be seen below in Table 10.
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Table 10

Regression of variables and Segmentation Enactment

Variables

(Constant)
Openness to
Experience
Conscientiousness
Agreeableness
Segmentation
Preferences
Segmentation
Culture
CI = Confidence Interval

R

R2

Adjusted
R2

.56

.32

.28

Std. Error
of the
Estimate
.84

B

ß

t

P

.693
-.21

Standard
Error
.66
.18

-.12

1.05
-1.18

.16
.15
.25

.16
.19
.07

.11
.09
.35

.23

.05

.37

Lower
CI

Upper
CI

291
.24

-.62
-.57

2.01
.15

1.05
.78
3.79

.29
.44
<001

-.15
-.24
.12

.48
.54
.38

4.26

<001

.12

.34

Examining Table 10 suggests that when used together, both Segmentation
Preferences and Segmentation Culture are statistically significant in a relationship with
Segmentation Enactment. The higher the value of Segmentation Culture the more in the
segmentation direction the workplace is which would make it easier for employees to
keep their work and nonwork boundaries separate. I believe that this would make
employees prefer to use segmentation strategies because a workplace that has a culture

around that strategy would have their resources focused on those types of strategies.

When it comes to Segmentation Preferences, the higher the values the more the

individual prefers to use segmentation strategies when managing their boundaries, which
would make them more likely to use them.
Segmentation Enactment (Home Domain Interrupting Work Domain)

After examining these results, I did another exploratory analysis that looked at

segmentation enactment in the direction of the home domain interrupting the work
domain. There were only a couple things found that were worth noting. First, the scales
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for home interrupting work had acceptable reliability (α = .70) and had a significant
correlation at the p = .01 level with Segmentation Preferences (r =-.23). The second thing

of note was that there was no evidence of moderated mediation with Segmentation
Culture (W), but significant indirect effects were found for Segmentation Preference (M)

for both Conscientiousness and Agreeableness.

37

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

5.1 Discussion
The purpose of this study was to not only see if individual personality traits
played a role in someone’s segmentation preferences, but also if the strategies they did

use would be changed by how their workplace culture viewed use of segmentation
strategies. I attempted to create and analyze a model that would allow for predictions as
to how employee would use segmentation strategies. The first thing the data suggest is
that Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness have a significant

relationship with a person’s preference for segmentation boundary management strategies

in a positive direction, suggesting the higher the values in these personality traits the
more they prefer to use segmentation strategies, which was contrary to my hypotheses.

The other thing the analyses found was that there was no mediated moderation from
segmentation preferences on boundary management strategies used by way of workplace
boundary management culture. Instead, a workplace’s culture around the use of

segmentation strategies is suggested to be the strongest indicator of whether an employee
will use segmentation or integration strategies.
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During the first analysis I found a couple of things that I did not expect. The first

and most surprising to me was how weak of an effect Neuroticism had on Segmentation

Preferences. Because of the effects of being high in this trait that were discussed earlier in
the paper I expected a stronger and significant result in the analysis. This might mean that

individuals with high values of Neuroticism may prefer segmentation strategies, but not
as strongly as previously thought. This may mean that the increased reports of

experiencing conflict in boundaries and heightened negative feelings about both
managing their work and nonwork domains and lack of feeling in control (Blanch &
Aluja, 2009; Eby et al. 2010; Watson, 2000) occur regardless of whether participants use

integration or segmentation strategies. However, these results may have also come from
participants either downplaying their values of Neuroticism or being unaware of how

neurotic they are.
The other things that was surprising was that both Conscientiousness and

Agreeableness had a relationship that was the opposite of what was hypothesized. Much
like with Neuroticism, the previous research into these had previously made me believe
that those high in this trait would be more likely to attempt Integrative strategies for their

boundaries. A possible explanation for the results from Conscientiousness could be that

people high in this trait may use their superior abilities to plan and organize (Thompson,
2008) to manage their own boundaries more effectively, allowing them to focus more on

one boundary at a time instead of just trying to combine the demands from both

boundaries.
There is also a possible explanation for what the data showed for Agreeableness
as well. As previously mentioned, people high in this trait are often more willing to help
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others out (Song, 2017), and that this trait also has similar predictions to

Conscientiousness when it comes to boundaries and work habits. It is possible that people
high in Agreeableness are more willing to focus on one boundary domain at a time so
they can more effectively help those they feel need their attention the most. The final
surprising thing found in the first analysis was that Openness to Experience had a

significant positive relationship to segmentation preferences. This might mean that

because individuals high in Openness to Experience have a desire for curiosity and
variety, they may keep their boundaries separated to fully experience their role in that

boundary.
Some of what I found when testing the second hypothesis was unexpected. I
found the lack of significant interaction effect between Segmentation Preferences and

Segmentation Culture interesting (p = .12 in Table 6,p = .14 in Table 7, and p = .13 in

Table 8). The fact that these are so close to p = .05 may mean that my analysis had
insufficient power. The easiest way for me to improve my power would be to use a larger
sample size, but I also could have increased the significance level or looked for a way to

reduce possible response biases in my survey. From what I had read in previous research,

I thought there would be a significant interaction effect between workplace boundary
management culture and participants’ segmentation preferences. Segmentation

preferences may not have been strong enough to overpower the influence of workplace
culture. This result of a ‘strong situation’ affecting preferences and behavior is consistent

with previous literature (Cortina et al., 2015; Dalal et al., 2019; Gelfand & Lun, 2013) on
the topic, which shows that individuals placed in a situation where certain behaviors are

encouraged will result in people doing things that way more often. I think this could
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mean that the individuals’ preferences for managing their boundaries may not be an
influence when faced with a workplace’s strong cultural expectation. If my thoughts on
the situational strength of workplace culture is true, then we may not have seen

significant results with the interaction effect as well as main effects because the
Segmentation Culture variable masked the effects of Segmentation Preference.

The final thing that surprised me was how little significance Openness to
Experience and Agreeableness showed in the analysis for Hypothesis 2a. I was surprised

because they had significant relationships with segmentation preferences. When
discussing these traits earlier in the paper, it was mentioned that high ratings of Openness
to Experience and Agreeableness had easier times with seeking support and using social

structures and coping strategies to meet their needs when dealing with segmentation or
integration strategies (Connor-Smith et al., 2007). I had thought that people high in these

traits would be able to better manage and use integration because of their increased social
and coping skills.

Overall, it appears as if my results partially agree with previous research about
personality traits playing a role in boundary management. While my research partially

agrees with previous research into workplace culture on boundary management done by
Park et al. (2011) and Foucreault et al. (2016), the previous research on workplace

playing a role in boundary management focused on it as a main effect, while my research

attempted to look at it as a moderator for individual boundary management. The results
also build on existing evidence for Conscientiousness and Agreeableness in research on

this topic, but challenges how strong of a role Neuroticism plays because it suggests in

plays a lesser role than the other two traits in how a person manages boundaries.
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The most important implication is that an employee’s use of segmentation
strategies is determined by their workplace’s expectations for work and nonwork

boundaries. A second implication of this study is that a person’s level of

Conscientiousness or Agreeableness can also be used as a predictor of their preferred
boundary management strategies.

5.2 Practical Implications
A company looking at these results should examine their workplace culture and
how possible programs will impact how effectively and often they are used by employers.

This should be done by examining the company’s culture around employee’s boundary
management and making sure that work-home life balance programs are designed around

their boundary management culture. For example, a company that shows preference for
segmentation strategies might implement a policy of not contacting employees who are

on vacation or taking a temporary leave from work, or even have a policy of not

contacting employees that are off shift unless it is an emergency.
Another practical implication is that employers can predict employees’

preferences for using segmentation strategies based on their levels of Openness to

Experience, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness. Using a personality test as part of the

hiring process could be a useful and recommended tool if it doesn’t lead to discriminatory
practices occurring during the hiring process. This could be useful for seeing how well
employee preferences match the company’s culture for managing boundaries, which

could help employers assess issues with employees managing their boundaries or be
referred to when designing or changing workplace policies to better fit their employees.

This could potentially make employees more satisfied with their jobs because they can
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handle their work and nonwork domain boundaries in a way that works with their
preferences.

The last practical implication I wish to bring up is the role of the mediator,
Segmentation Preferences. It appears to be a significant variable when looking at the
relationships between the predictors and Segmentation Enactment relationship. If

employers are unable to assess employees’ personality traits, then they could always
question their employees on how they prefer to manage their boundaries. This could be a
more practical method to use because it would take less time for employees to answer

and be quicker to analyze because there would be fewer questions on the assessment then

there would be on a personality test.

5.3 Limitations
Despite the efforts to be as thorough as possible in addressing issues, there are
some limitations in this research. One of the first is that the data were collected by self
reporting. This can be an issue as participants may show response set bias. Most of the

relationships in the first analysis were positive, which suggests that many participants

answered in either the same or similar fashion to each other. This could have affected my
results and made them inaccurate. Examples of response bias include exaggerating

responses, downplaying what they perceive to be negative replies, or even forgetting
certain details. All these issues can lead to inaccurate answers, which can drastically

change the results.

The second limitation in this study is that the participants were answering online,

which opens the possibility that participants may not answer the questions truthfully. This
also raises a potential problem in that participants may lie about their work status or
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about living in the United States. This could be a problem because of the cultural
differences in workplace behavior and expected behavior in countries other than the

United States. This could affect my results because respondents could answer in a way
that is more appropriate to their culture, regardless of their personality traits. This could

affect my results because some other countries might handle boundary management in a

different way if they have different cultural values, such as being part of a collectivistic
culture instead of an individualistic one. An example of different workplace culture

leading to possibly different results would be how boundaries are handled in some Asian

countries. In Japan, for example, coworkers often do communicate with each other when
not at work and even do activities together outside of the workplace. Refusing to
participate and form bonds with coworkers can be seen as offensive or shameful (Stone,

2019). This would imply that using integration boundary management strategies would
be a cultural norm there, regardless of your job.
The final issue with this study is that it is cross-sectional. This has a few

disadvantages to it that can cause issues for my research. The first issue is that crosssectional studies cannot be imply causality. The second drawback is that these types of
studies do not analyze behavior and data over a period and instead just that one point of

time. Taking data in this way also means it might not accurately represent the participants

at other times. Because we cannot know how many other points of time or situations
these findings apply to, there may issues with generalizability as well. For instance, even

though Segmentation Preferences correlated with enacted segmentation, there could be
alternate explanations. An alternate interpretation of the data for the results of the positive

relationship for these findings could be that the variable Segmentation Culture influenced
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both variables. My results section noted that segmentation culture was a stronger

predictor than personality traits or preferences, suggesting that it could better for
predicting the use of segmentation in employees. Segmentation Culture could affect

segmentation enactment because a culture that supports segmentation would make it
easier for participants to successfully use those strategies. This would enable employees
to use segmentation strategies more often. This could also affect segmentation

preferences because workplace cultures that support this strategy would make it easier to

use by centering their policies around it, making it more appealing than integration
strategies.

5.4 Directions for Future Research
My first recommendation for future research is to collect demographic
information when collecting data. There could be differences between how men and
women perceive their traits and handle their boundaries, but this study did not look at the

possible differences between them when it comes to personality traits, Segmentation
Preferences, or Segmentation Enactment. Previous research suggests that men and
women handle issues in their work and home domains differently, especially when it

comes to issues with family or children (Frear et al., 2019; Nsair et al, 2021; Shanine et
al., 2019). I think it would be interesting to see if there are meaningful differences even

after accounting for individual personality traits.

My final recommendation for future research would be to see if these results
would be similar in countries with different cultures than the United States. As mentioned

in the Limitations section, some cultures are more collectivistic and have different
expectation for how employees behave and interact with their workplace. I believe that
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we may see different results from places where more integrative strategies are implied to

be the norm instead of depending on the job the individual has, regardless of personality
traits.
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